
October 28, 1952 

Dear Elie: 

Your paper “Sur le determination genetique de la lyaogenie” just 
came9 and we have read it with considerable pleasure. It is a very 
luald &atmmt of the problem. There fe very little that we can aug- 
geet for its improvement, but we ehould perhaps ask your conaidsration 
of the following: 

12 
1) Reference 6 is now in page proof: (tsnetiue, 1952, 37* 72O. 

2) There has been a aertain amount of cronfueion on the mrsrihanMtu 
awing to the statement by Rayee Qf tho lambda theory of recombina- 
ticm. He ehcvuld be c;rsdited with this hypothesis (ref. 9) in your 
wwwwh Zh wga 2. 

3) aU, basio etooks should bs @@oughlp eharaoterized- there ban 
alrsady been come oarafusien in ether paperer that may make it diffi- 
cult to oarrelate the work in different iaboratories. On p, 6, 
W-677 (and its anaestor, W-l ae should be etated) are uharaoterized 
meet extensivalp in reference 5. I am n0t clear 88 to the nature of 
“K-12 s* Is it w-1485 ( a@ deecribed in our me.)? Zf eo, it ehould be 
Via to begin with. If it wapl already Blr when you reoeived it, it muet 
be something else, and this eheuld be aeeertained. In any caea, its 
history should be given In enough detail oo that we aan tell just what 
it le. 

4) Sev&al of us had some diffioulty in a full undereteuzding of the 
firet paragraph, pw 14, to the extent that cane auggeeted that “prsndrait’ 
should be “perdrait”. Sinse there, has beenathie diffioulty, perhapra 
the hmotheeie and reaeoning for the experiment on p.14 lines 5-8 , 
should be explained more fully. I think it would be premature to dis- 
OU~B o\a trarieduotian exprrimente, whbah mern to have very little direct 
bearing on the crossing reeulte. One solution, perhaps, ia to delete 
this paragraph, but thie is entirely for your own judgement. 

5) With full respect for your parents, may f euggest that many of your 
rsadsrre will oenfuee the author bf the present paper with that of ref. 
1 and 16. Would come notation ( rrr./jr .? or ~amsthing else) be appropriati? 
Ref. 16 may alao be aenfusing as it presenti a o@naeption Sp phage ae an 

endogenoua unit, even for its paraelticr behavior, or have I perhaps an 
inaomplete underetanding of it. The m&n acoaplishment of your present 

work would be the support it gives for prophage not a8 a oytoplasmic, but 
aa a nuolear determlnantc 

6) Reference 7 age11 Herc+dit+ !M.tle s Miwob~enne t 

Youre sincerely 

for 
E&her and Uoehua Leder- 

tw 


